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REMARKS 

Reconsideration of this application in light of the present am^ndraent and remarks is 
respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-34 have been rejected. 
Claim IS was objected to. 
Claims 1 and 15 have been amended. 
Claims 1-34 are pending in this apph'cation. 
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Claims 1-9, 11, 13-34 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C 
over Ahngren et al. (WO 97/32445 hereinafter '^Almgren") in view 
2000-12 (hereinafter *'3GPP2000"). This rejection is rcspectfully 

The current invention relates to selection of a subset of carriels 
in response to a measuring performance characteristic (e.g. single or 
frequeacy band of a subscriber unit of a cellular commnnication system, 
mode subscriber imit may be involved in an active UMTS call and 
subscriber unit comprises one or two receivers, the number of carrier^ 
neighbor list may be varied. Thus, more GSM earners are measured 
comprises two receivers than if it comprises only one receiver, as tiAi 
benveen the UMTS and GSM bands. 

Ahngren discloses a system for adaptively reconfiguring 
number of base stations is collected and quality values are determi: 
to select which neighbor colls to include m the neighbor list. The 
station characteristics (i.e. mobile speed) may be used in generating 
Ahngren con^jrises no disclosure that different subscriber units may 
perfomiance and fails to disclose, suggest or evm hint that a measuri 
characteristic may be determined and used to select a subset of canie|^ 
Examiner agrees in this view. 

Almgren merely comprises a general disclosure that mobile 
used to amend quality values of a quality matrix which is then used 
e,g. page 9 lines 16 to 26, page 34 Itoes 5 to 1 1, page 30 lines 13 to 
20). Not only does Almgren fail to suggest that a measuring perfc 
to the measurement performance of a subscriber unit when measuring 
band may be used to select carriers, as acknowledged by the Examiner 
furthermore not suitable for the system of Almgren. Specifically, the 
values of the quality matrix m response to a measuring perforaiance 
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of ETSI TR 125 922 v3 AO 
traversed, 

in a given frequency band 
dual receiver) in that 
. For example, a dual- 
depending on whether the 
included in a GSM 
if the subscriber miit 
must be multiplexed 



or cell lists. Data ftom a 
for different cells and used 
text discloses that mobile 
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lave different measuring 
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in^propriate as the measuring perfomiance does not affect which cells are suitable as 
candidates. Therefore, modifying the detennined quality values would result in a distorted 
ranking of cells leading to degraded handover perfomiance, 

3GPP2000 discloses measurement configuration based upcm^ jrevioidsly received 
capability information, whereas applicant's claim 1 detemoines charaneristics of measurement 
perfomiance during carrier measurement. Support for this can be foiind in the specification on 
page 12 lines 16 to 17. Specifically, 3GPP2000 relates the base station download of initial 
capabiUty infomiation during call setup (see Flows 2 and 3), or even as the Examiner points out 
on the last two lines of page 16, wherein the configuration is based \xion previously received 
capability infomiation. In contrast, appUcant's amended claim 1 refers to deteraiining the 
characteristic when measuring (page 12 lines 16 to 17), even during s . call (page 12 lines 25 to 
26). As a result, applicant's invention of amended claim 1 provides dynamic updates of 
perfomance characteristics (page 13 lines 3 to 6) as opposed to the s :atic approach of 
3GPP2000. In view of the above, applicant respectfully submits that 3GPP2000 specifically 
teaches away &om applicant's invention. 

Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that amended claim 1 ii\ patentable and non- 
obvious over the cited prior art. 

Claims 2-9, 1 1 and 13-14 are dependent on amended claim 1, and therefore include all oi 
the recitations thereof, which are not disclosed or suggested by the references, and are therefore 
deemed allowable as well for the same reasons. 

Claim 15 includes similar recitations as that of claim 1, and ie therefore deemed 
allowable as well for the same reasons. 

Claims 15-26 are dependent on claim 15, and therefore incluc e all of the recitations 
thereof^ which are not disclosed or suggested by the references, and are therefore deemed 
allowable as well for the same reasons. 

Claim 27 includes similar recitations a$ that of claim 1, and is dierefore deemed 
allowable as well for the same reasons. 

Claims 28-34 are dependent on claim 27, and therefore includ e all of the recitations 
thereof, which are not disclosed or suggested by the references, and are therefore deemed 
allowable as well for the same reasons. 

Accordingly, it is respectfiilly submitted that this rejection ha; been overcome. 



Claims 10 and 12 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C §l03(a 
Almgren in view of 3GPP2000 and further in view of Lupien (US 58^7153) 
respectfiilly uraversed. 
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Claims 10 and 12 are dependent on amended claim 1, and 
recitations thereof, which are not disclosed or suggested by the 
deemed allowable as well for the same reasons. 

Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that this rejection hafa been overcome. 



The other references of record have been reviewed and a] 
patentably distinct and nonobvious over each taken alone or in comb 

For the foregoing reasons, applicants respectfully request 
withdrawn. 

Inasmuch as this amendment distinguishes all of the applii 
references, for the many reasons indicated above, passing of this cas<! 
order. A Notice of Allowance is earnestly solicited. 

No amendment made was related to the statutory requircmenl|s 
expressly stated herein. No amendment made was for the purpose 
claim, unless applicant has argued herein that such amendment was 
particular reference or combination of references. 

In the event that the Examiner deems the present application 
requested that the Examiner telephone the Applicants' attorney at th( i 
that the prosecution of the present case may be advanced by the 
rejection or through an Examiner's amendment. 

Authorization is hereby given to charge any fees necessitated 
Deposit Account 50-21 17. 
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Respectf Lilly submitted, 
Benson ( it al. 
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FAX: (817)576-3750 



CO 
> 



by actions taken herein to 



o 

o 



M757KI750mTION(inin4$):05'12 



